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•1 THIS OPINION WAS NOT WRITTEN FOR PUBLICATION 

Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences 

Patent and Trademark Office (P.T.O ) 
EX PAKTE REX W. BEASLEY 
Appeal No. 1997-1812 
Application 08/055,382 [FNl] 

NO DATE REFERENCE AVAILABLE FOR THIS DOCUMENT 
Kelly, Bauersfeld & Lowry 
6320 Canoga Avenue 
Suite 1650 

Woodland Hills, CA 91367 

Before ABRAMS , STAAB and GONZALES 
Administrative Patent Judges* 

STAAB 

Administrative Patent Judge. 



ON BRIEF 
DECISION ON APPEAL 



3-l hi l l l a i?-2S Si 23 27 a 30^?? ea ^ fr °^ ^* f^^'s final rejection of claims l 
J 3 ' d ' 7, 23 " 27 ' 30-33, 35 and 36. FN2] Claims 6, 9 10 21 95 0% D 



Coffey 1,772,858 Aug. 12, 1930 

Chatard 3,941,146 Mar , 2 , 1976 

Funke 4,191,437 Mar. 4, 1980 

Wertz 5,245,929 Sep. 21, 1993 



The following rejections are before us for review- 

b) claim 36, rejected under 35 P.fl-C <j 11?, fourth paragraph, -as being of 
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proper dependent form for failing Co further limit the sublet matter of a 

SS b lf n lla?ms C 4 Pa ^ d % C lt £6 2i 32 and 33, rejected under ^ n.ff.g, S m , as 
bein^anpatent^over^coffey; ^ ^ ^ ^ &g being ^ww, over 

COff !r SaSTlSf ^27 r fnd 36, rejected under n n s.C, « 1P3. as being 
Unpa g rc!Sms°irand1r rej^unaef^ % If", as being unpatentable over 

Coffey in view of Wertz. 

The S 112, 1st paragraph, rejection of claim 35 

oui, *s oaXls -for -means -fox laterconnectlag the ^^^Sfl^ald radial line 
■"oirmitn flex movement of said adjacent pair of panel units along said radial line 

i^SSr** ion therebetween ■ The examiner contends (answer, page 5; emphasis in 
° • ^? »lines28-34 on page 3 of the specification disclose 'the individual 

° rig t »i rioiS vet flex along the lines of separation'.... It is unclear how 

Pane a rigiu ^e"unft y can flex." The examiner further contends (answer, page 6) 

that *2 [dl rawing figure 4 combined with the disclosure on page 9 infer that the 

has not provide [d] adequate disclosure for this feature. 

We will not sustain this rejection. Like appellant, we ^ hin ^ th ^ e ^ c n |^ on 

?l m che wheirbracklcs constitute a joint between the panels -for securely fixing' 
if'e cSSiiW or holding) adjacent panel relative to one another, while 
(1 ' e :' . p « TVL?-rf .Znt of flex between the panel units along the radial lines 
^^ion The ^oSSicaSion S effSS instructs the skilled artisan to design 
?L S n^ o that it is robust enough to hold Che panel units together, yet supple 
enough perSfsome'llefafthe joint line therebetween, ^a^illjdart isan would 
^fr» no trouble in our view, in fabricating such a }oint. In this regard, 
com|liance°w!th the S»t paragraph of I 112 is adjudged from the perjpectiveof 
no^fln skilled in the pertinent art In re Smith. 481 P. 2d 910, 914, i/» W^V 
9 %t ICCPA 19731? and an inventor need not explain every detail since he is 
EeakSng Lf those s kilS in the art (in re Hearth, 654 F.7r^^^ , UP TO 

fi«Q. fl91 (f rPA 1981)) . 

The § 112, 4th paragraph, rejection of claim 36 

The examiner contends (final rejection, page 2) that claim 36 merely restates 
pa2Sr£h2 It claim 25. and does not further limit the subject matter of that 

claim. 

in that the dependency of claim " *£j™.£2£ ^ cSiS"! ^does^ot 

StSrJnrJlSSionf t™* in 0 cSL f ^ a from j whicS n it11ow depends, the reason for 
SS £T«Sr'i S 112, fourth paragraph, rejection of claim 36 no longer exists. 
Accordingly, this rejection will not be sustained. 

The § 102 rejection based on Coffey 
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t,,™!,, claim 1 is directed to a turntable comprising a plurality of modular 
»J£™?lv oie^hSed oaiel units adapted for assembly to cooperatively define a 

SSHSsjm jSL--5Si=:s sag suf^. 

hrackefc connected to the adjacent pair of panel units. Claim 1 further sees 
Xrtn Sat the adjacent pair of panel units is incapable of disassembly when the 
Seel -Sit 5 sSlSJSSd thereto Independent claijn 18 and 30 contain similar 
limitations. 

« rnffsv nertains to a turntable comprising a skeletal framework of beams 14-17 
to whict ^plurality of genially pie-shaped plates 19 are secured. Coffey describes 
the construction of the framework and pie-shaped plates as follows: 

ThS rotatable turn-table is composed of a circular channel-bean. 14 at the margin 
of the table- radial I-beams 15 and 16 having their outer ends rigidly secured to 
the circular' bSm transverse beams 17 fixedly secured to the I- beams by angle- 
rXl+Zl 19 and a series of metal plates 18 extending over and removably bolted to 

beams, stit plSes are arranged in annular series with their meeting edges over 

£^ e apP*rent"rom P C^ when assembled the plates 19 

cooperatively define a floor of generally circular shape. 

Coffey also discloses a plurality of wheel units mounted _at the periphery of the 
turntable? Coffey describes the relationship between the wheel units and turntable 

38 f ?ne°mlrgin of the table is supported by a series of pairs of rollers 21 in 
tandem which are adapted to run on a circular rail 22. Each pair of rollers is 
ioSlled in a bracket 23. The brackets 23 extend circumferentially under the 
ll^ll beams 15 16 in such a manner that said beams bear on the brackets 
radial beams id ao in & recesse d. as at 24, to receive the lower flange of 

on^or'thf ^adiaf be^ ana\s%rov!ded with lugs 25 between which said flange is 
S? f ?;J Each bracket 23. below the beam flange, is provided with a central 
S5S2SS?"26? on wnlcf the lower face of said flange bears This «M««ctioa£o« a 
connection between the bracket and the beam which permits the bracket to sightly 
tilt vertically, so that the load will be equalized on both rollers of a pair, and 
win I!so permit the rollers to accommodate themselves to any slight irregularity in 
the rail 22. {Page 1. lines 58-79.] 



pie- 



In rejecting claim 1 as being anticipated by Coffey, it is not clear which 
^i^Jf si of Coffev the examiner considers as corresponding to the claimed 

oanel uSits « FW example, at several places [*NS] the examiner refers to 
it S ranel' units while at other places the examiner appears to refer to 
CoffS^ pUtSTie aSd bea^s meters 15, 16 as panel units [FN6J. In either case the 
examiner's rejection is not sustainable. 

if coffev's elates 18 alone are considered to correspond to the claimed panel 
uniL then we simply do not agree with the examiner that -[a]s the panel units 18 
Ire !ec2S S SffEi 15. 16 which in turn are confined between lugs 25 of wheel 
unit 21 23, this arrangement renders the adjacent panel unit (15. 16, 18) [sic, 
lei] incapable of disassembly when the wheel unit is connected ^ereto" (final 
reaction ease 5>. As is made clear by the above quoted portions of Coffey » 
specification? and as aptly pointed out by appellant, the plates 18 extend over and 
2e removably bolted to the beams of the skeletal framework of beams 14-17 (Coffey 
Sge 1? lines 47-55) , while the wheel units are secured to the lower flanges of the 
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radi al beams of the ^--?f c ^"^' c ^g y ^ i^^i/r^^S Plates 
^SKS"* Sing SLSSSlSTfJ^tS' fSniS'S^the.-l^l un?ts are 
connected uLXS? as called for in each of independent cla^s 1. 18 and 30. 

.4 Alternatively, if the examiner j^.^-^^ STSnSiStSly 
Coffey's plates 18 and beams 15, 16 collectively, "J^Jg^ the panel unlts to be 

Jl^h^'^Siili'SSS-irSd betf 5 'l" S^ogSher, clearly are not. 
»P3.e-shaped, vfhich places i» an ba disposedbatween an 

5Xt& if'clSSS J? g ?8 and fo'as^eS anticipated by Coffey based on this 
alternative interpretation is not well taken. 

t„ n rt f the forecroing. we will not sustain the § 102 rejection of claims 1, 

18 J and*3u as b£ng 'Sw*^*-^* f l^of tSeT 102* 

reiettion of claims 3. 5, 11. 16 and 17 that depend from claim 1. or the i_lfl2 
rejection of claims 20 and 23 that depend from claim 18. 

The § 103 rejection based on Coffey 

obvious desi^ choices^ j^^ie has been^e a(Jjustable as « Mtt „ of obvious 
Si£=r?ng "note" SI eSdntfalso tacitly acknowledges that Coftev does 

no? disclose the panel unit construction called for in clain» 32 and 33. 

construction, 

Native to its supporting structure. See, for example, page 10, lines 2-6, and page 
11 line 36 through page 12, line S, of appellant's specification- Thus, they are 
ii; mirelv a mattir of obvious design choice solving no stated problem. Compare, ja 

r ! Ef tne final rejection and again on page 5 o f the answer in support the 

on p«e cf the final ^Deccion 9 examiner cited references which taught 

nolTthe baKc concejt ol adjustaSuty in the same art area as the claimed device. 
«5\Sr™iric^oint« being claimed. Thus, in Steveae, the examiner provided 
tSffiSienrevidLcrfrom b whiIh C to conclude that the claimed subject matter would^ 
have been obvious. Such is clearly not the case here. 

t^^oro*^ 3 ^^ 

SScTa^uSoSg^^ 

of one another. Tn re Scott, 323 F.?j 1,016, 1019-20 , l.t? UiiFU - -v^ 

in the present cose, the examiner has failed to indicate any teaching in Coff ey or 
an ; n ^ r knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
JSuld have lea an ordinaril/skilled artisan to equip Coffey's turntable with the 
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claimed adjusting* ans (claim, , < |, 12 14, 19 and 2J> or panel -^^^2? ^ 
(claims 32 and 33). For this reason alone, th J en J. factual basis. r r -« War ner. 379 
^, 2 ^? £ y^i'? g l^l ^c^t/denied, ^ n.ff- 1057 (19681 . 

Purthe^re even if we -e^o *gree ^ 
saTLto & ^VX 1 !^! -t -ethebasic de ™ies °f the 

claim 18, from which claims 19 and 24 depend. 

For these reasons, we will not sustain the standing § 103 rejection of claims 4. 
12, 14, 19, 24. 32 and 33. 

The § 103 rejections baaed on Coffey and Other Prior Art 

Claims 7 and S, rejected as being unpatentable over Coffey in view of Chatard, 
deoen^rom claim I and further define the interconnection means for connecting 
fliaSnt nanel units along the radial lines of separation. The examiner relies on 
Coffev fo? a teaching of the interconnection means called for in these dependent 
^llZl 2nd concludes that the claimed subject matter as a whole would have been 
SSiSSa in" view of the combined teachings of Coffey and Chatard- Even if we were to 
a£ee wi& til examiner SXt Chatard teaches the interconnection means of claims 7 
and 8 and further agree that it would have been obvious to provide such 
l^jAannection meanlin Coffey, Chatard does not render obvious what we have found 
^ hr?ackina in Coffey in our treatment of the standing § 102 rejection of claim 
1? Acco?dSly the i Y 103 rejection of claims 7 and 8 will not be sustained. 

Claims 13 and 25-27 have been rejected under 35 ff.s.Q, 5 103 being 
nrtnatintahle over Coffey in view of Funke. Claim 13 depends from claim 1 and further 
SS forth lhat the turntable of claim l includes means for structurally connecting 
the wheel track with the center bearing means. Independent claim 25 contains all the 
limitations of claim 1 regarding the panel units, radial lines of separation, means 
foflJSiSSSdSJctiS? and e incapability P of disassembly of the panel units when the 
wheel units are connected thereto. In addition, claim 25 contains all the 
lXitationl of claim 13 regarding the means for structurally connecting the wheel 
trtik wicS the center bearing means, in rejecting these claims, the examiner cited 
Funfce for a teaching of providing means for connecting a wheel track 12b with a 
reSeer £a?in?Sana 14a? and concluded that it would have been obvious to connect 
the whee?"S?k of ?of f ey to the center bearing means thereof. Because Funke does 
not make up for the deficiencies of Coffey with respect to the basic turntable 
limitations Sound in claims 1 and 25. even if we were to agree with the examiner 
that it wuld iSve been obvious to modify Coffey in the manner proposed, the sublet 
matter 0 rclaims l3^nd 25-27 would not result, it follows that we will not sustain 
the standing § 103 rejection of these claims. 

•« Dependent claim 36 has also been rejected under 35 q.g.C. § h& <lL irm 
unDatentable over Coffey in view of Funke. However, it appears that this rejection 
iS maStSnld by the examiner in this appeal based on the mistaken belief that claim 
36 deSnds from 25? as it did at the time of the final rejection, rather than claim 
36 depends ^cm 25 as B claim 36 now depB nds for claim 35, it requires, 

inter alia, interconnecting means for each adjacent pair of panel units permitting 
fl£ movement thereof aloni the radial lines of separation therebetween, and wheel 
units connected to each adjacent pairs of panel units along the radia 11 «£» °J 
separation. The examiner has not explained how the combined teachings °* Cof f^ and 
Funke render obvious this subject matter; nor is it apparent to us how this subject 
master would Have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in light of the 
TachinSs of the applied references. Accordingly, we cannot sustain the examiner •s § 
1.03 rej ction of claim 36 based on Coffey in view of Funke. 

Claims 15 and 31 stand rejected under u.s.c. 5 — Lfii as being unpatentable over 
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n c for seismic tie-down means 

15 and 3i cannot be sustained. 

Summary 

*7 Each of the examiner's rejections is reversed. 
The decision of the examiner is reversed. 

REVERSED 

BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

NEAL E- ABRAMS 
Administrative Patent Judge 
LAWRENCE J, STAAB 
Administrative Patent Judge 
JOHN F, GONZALES 
Administrative Patent Judge 

FNl. Application for patent filed May 3, 1993. 

SiiWJass,"^ saw* <-« ctl °" " ^ 

(see rejection (fJ infra). 
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Shi JoSuary 23. 1996 fPw« *>. «> ■ 
is, 16 ...")- 

. ^* M9M <; i "The added limitation in claim 1 is 

1997 Wb 1948977 (Bd. Pat. App & Interf.) 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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